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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the above-identified application are 
respectfully requested. Claims 1-7 remain pending in the application. 

Applicants thank the Examiner for the courtesy of a telephonic interview on 
September 22, 2010. The amendments presented herein reflect the understanding 
achieved during the interview. Independent claims 1 , 4 and 7, as amended, remove the 
limitation regarding "displaying the communication standby state on a display of the 
portable terminal../', and accordingly, Applicants believe the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. §1 12 is now moot. 

As discussed during the interview, Applicants have amended claims 1, 4, 6 
and 7 to more clearly distinguish Stenman. Applicants understand that the Examiner 
will conduct a further search, but that the amendments presented herein are considered 
sufficient to distinguish Stenman. 

Applicants have amended the claims to clarify the distinctions discussed above 
and during the interview. Namely, claim 1 has been amended to recite that during 
remote control mode, an infrared modulating/sending section modulates an oscillated 
remote control pulse to an infrared ray, and sends the infrared ray to an electronic 
product (i.e., IR control). This is not new matter, and is described, for example, in 
FIG. 1, and the accompanying description. 

Claim 1 also now recites that when communication is tried during the remote 
control mode, "determining whether the communication is an outgoing 
communication, and if the communication is an outgoing communication, providing 
outgoing communication service at the portable terminal, and if the communication is 
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not an outgoing communication, determining whether the communication is an 
incoming communication, and if the communication is an incoming communication, 
providing incoming communication service." This is not new matter, and is described, 
for example, in FIG. 5 and the accompanying portion of the specification. Since 
Stenman fails to teach or described determining whether a communication is 
incoming or outgoing, the rejection must be withdrawn. Indeed, it is impossible to tell 
whether the device described in Stenman could even accept an incoming 
communication while remotely controlling a remote device, since Stenman suggests 
that the device would already be in communication mode in order to control the 
remote device. Claim 4 has been similarly amended, and should be allowed for the 
same reasons. 

Claims 2, 3 and 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stenman in view of Chiloyan. However, claims 2 and 3 depend 
from claim 1, and claim 5 depends from claim 4, and thereby inherit the claim 
amendments discussed above which clearly distinguish Stenman. Chiloyan fails to 
make up for Stenman in these regards. Accordingly, claims 2, 3 and 5 should be 
allowed for the same reasons. Claims 6 and 7 have also similarly been amended, and 
therefore should also be allowed for similar reasons. 
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In view of the above, it is believed that the application is in condition for 
allowance and notice to this effect is respectfully requested. Should the Examiner 
have any questions, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at the 
telephone number indicated below. 




Respectfully Submitted. 



Christian C. Michel 
Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No. 46,300 
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